Many economists, above all the great economists, those accorded a place in posterity, and even those scholars who have endeavored to pursue the highest degree of objectivity and scientificity in their methods and their use of formal instruments, have arrived often at an irrational vision of the economic processes, a vision in which true cognitive progress can be achieved only beyond the realms of economics, with the contribution of less exact, less scientific, even irrationalist, disciplines. This is true of great men of the likes of Vilfred Pareto and Alfred Marshall, but also of 1 Of course, I am aware that such an affirmation deserves deeper discussion, in the form of a dedicated paper. That economics is irrational at the level of facts and economic behavior is undisputed. A more complex issue is the concept of economics as a science (are there irrational sciences?) or the existence of irrational behaviors within economic science.
1 Of course, I am aware that such an affirmation deserves deeper discussion, in the form of a dedicated paper. That economics is irrational at the level of facts and economic behavior is undisputed. A more complex issue is the concept of economics as a science (are there irrational sciences?) or the existence of irrational behaviors within economic science. For more on this see, R. E. Backhouse, If Mathematics is Informal, Then Perhaps we should accept That Economics must be informal too, «The Economic Journal», 1998 (108) , 451, pp. 1848-1858 . The authors cited above are considered concrete acknowledgement of the significant contribution afforded by irrational behavior to economic science at various levels. 2 A. Heertje, Schumpeter ad vocem, in The New Palgrave. A Dictionary of Economics (edited) by J. Eatwell et al, Macmillan, London, 1987, vol. 4, p. 266. Schumpeter himself was no doubt aware of his own singularity, a trait he confirmed repeatedly in his more intimate relationships. In particular, he underlined the very irrational nature of economics as a discipline: «Now so far as there are any scientific reasons ( Therefore, Schumpeter's preference was for the irrational aspects of economics.
Paradoxically, his years in America, at the heart of the world's greatest scientific community, accentuated his distance from the group of economists and his rejection of mainstream economic
theories: «… I must allude to personal convictions with which I hate to bother you: I am not, like you, hale, strong and in fundamental -and hopeful -sympathy with modern mankind. On the contrary I feel ill in mind and body (and not only because of what happened in the war), always tired and downcast and am dragging myself through work which nevertheless is all I do not hate»

.
For many years, Schumpeter was torn between two lives: one as a member of the most important economics department in the world, supporting the development of new economic theories, performing important institutional roles in the major scientific associations; the other as a scholar with a marked personal aversion to all this. Corporatist theory, mid-way between economics and economic history, between economics and scholastic philosophy, was a reflection of this dichotomy; indeed, it was the only theory Schumpeter considered capable of reconciling a lengthy career dedicated to the study of economics with a personal moral rebellion against its shortcomings as a science. Schumpeter was a great economist and above all a great moralist; corporatism was his sheet anchor, a doctrine to which he was introduced by a number of North American Catholic Jesuits. Although he never embraced corporatism fully, and never abandoned the studies, which were later to bring him fame, he began to perceive this approach as the only real, albeit unmentionable, solution to the economic problems of his day.
The writings that enable us to delineate Schumpeter's position consist of a number of works from the 1940s that are generally overlooked. Although, in strictly chronological terms, it is not an ideal starting point, we begin with Schumpeter's well-known ». In other words, the influence of ideology was much stronger than is commonly thought, although it remained shrouded in a veil of mathematic or scientific formalization.
Schumpeter was aware that the position he supported, namely the impossibility of excluding ideology from the exact sciences and indeed the need to recognize and clearly identify the presence So echoes of the Montreal conference returned, now in a more economic context, but the same tones were the same. Schumpeter had no need to repeat his analysis of the capitalist system and the relationship between the demise of capitalism and the rise of socialism. In his criticism of the capitalist entrepreneurial system, and in his prefiguration of the rise of capitalism, Schumpeter's tone was more that of a betrayed lover than of a disarmed prophet: «The best method of satisfying Schumpeter listed and discussed the measures for controlling inflation that were normally applied; he referred also to Keynesian policies and price control policies. Schumpeter's final response was that neither orthodox nor heterodox remedies solved the problem. His conclusion was coherent with his psychological and mental state; he was far better at leveling criticism that at making proposals. 24 Schumpeter, The March into Socialism cit., p. 447. 25 ).
ourselves how far this process of disintegration of capitalist society has gone is to observe the extent to which its implications are being taken for granted both by the business class itself and by the large number of economists who feel themselves to be opposed to (hundred per cent) socialism and are in the habit of denying the existence of any tendency toward it». ... «all I wish to emphasize is the fact that we have travelled far indeed from the principles of laissez-faire capitalism and the farther fact that it is possible so to develop and regulate capitalist institutions as to condition the working of private enterprise in a manner that differs but little from genuinely socialist planning»…. «having discovered this possibility of a laborist capitalism they go on to conclude that this capitalism may survive indefinitely, at least under certain favorable conditions. This may be so but it does not amount to a denial of my thesis. Capitalism does not merely mean that the housewife may influence production by her choice between peas and beans; nor that the youngster may choose whether he wants to work in a factory or on a farm; nor that plant managers have some voice in deciding what and how to produce. It means a scheme of values, an attitude toward life, a civilization -the civilization of inequality and of the family fortune. This civilization is rapidly passing away, however. Let us rejoice or else lament the fact as much as every one of us; but do not let us shut our eyes to it»
Father Emile Bouvier was a figure even less prominent in the historiography than Father Dempsey was; as we have already said, he was undoubtedly responsible for introducing Schumpeter between 1937 -40, Leo Cyril Brown (1900 -1978 In conclusion, there is no doubt that during Schumpeter's time at Harvard, the focus of his interest shifted from technical economics (Business Cycle, 1939) towards economic systems (Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy, 1942) . His definitive publication, History of Economic Analysis, was the work of a true economist, both in terms of its innovative scientific contribution, and of the breadth of Schumpeter's historical knowledge, unrivalled by his peers. In short, from 1935 until his death, Schumpeter's 'public' intellectual pathway was characterized by a superhuman effort to remain within the boundaries of economic science, despite his increasing rejection, at a personal level, of the direction taken by economics and economic policies -from the General Theory and Roosevelt's second term of office onwards. Such endeavors were motivated by Schumpeter's desire to avoid exclusion from the great debates, and by his progressive 
